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the logical answer to the above questions will appear a little
odd, if not ironical, when it is remembered that polygamy,
though its area has been drastically reduced in recent years, is
still a lawful feature not only of many foreign countries, such as
Persia, Siam, Iraq, Egypt and Morocco, but also of many parts
of the British Commonwealth. Moreover the Privy Council, in
hearing appeals from these places, has consistently recognized
the validity of polygamous marriages and the legitimacy of the
children of second wives.1 As one learned writer has said, to
boycott polygamy would be to 'ignore all family relations
among the great majority of the human race, treating all wives
among them as mere concubines, all children as bastards and
all property left by an intestate among them as escheating or
becoming ownerless'.2 It would also be inconsistent with the
recognition by the courts of Jewish marriages despite their
potentially polygamous character. Hebraic law permits a
second wife to be taken during the lifetime of the first, and
though this has long ceased to be the custom in European
countries, the practice is by no means unknown in Morocco
and countries farther east where Jews are personally subject
to the law of their own religion. Having regard to the obser-
vations made by the judges in R. v. MtllisJ it is unthinkable,
for instance, that a marriage in Syria between two Jews accord-
ing to Hebrew religious law should be regarded as a nullity by
an English Court. If this is a correct assumption, it would be
strangely incongruous to place other potentially polygamous
unions on a lower leveL
Nevertheless, there were several dicta in the older authorities Dicta ^
which supported the view that a union contracted according to ^Jr°euri£f of
the rites of a law which recognizes polygamy will in all respects polygamy
and for all purposes be denied the status of marriage. In a well-
known passage Lord Brougham expressed himself as follows :
*It is important to observe that we regard it [marriage] as a wholly
different thing, a different status, from Turkish or other marriages
among infidel nations, because we clearly never should recognize the
plurality of wives, and consequent validity of second marriages, stand-
ing the first, which second marriages the laws of those countries autho-
rise and validate.'4
1 Ckeang Thye Phin v. Tan Ah Loy, [1920] A.C. 369; Khoajiool
Khoo Hean Kwee^ [1921] A.C. 529; Khoo Hoot Leong v. Khoo Chong Teok,
[1930] A.C. 346, 355.
* Society of Comparative Legislation Journal, ii. (n.s.), 379 (Sir Dennis
Pitzpatrick).	3 (1844), 10 Cl. & F. $34.
4 Warrendcr v. Warrender (1835), 2 CL & F. 488, 532.

